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INTRODUCT ION

In April 1989, the new Secretary of Defense, Richard Chenay,
forwarded to Congress a revised defense budget proposal for fiscal year (FY)
1990. One of the primary objectives of the new budget proposal was to
establish levels of defense spending thal would keep the overall budget
within the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit reduction quidslines. Part of
the oroposed defense budget was 8 decision to eliminate 12 new production
F-140 Torncat fighters from the Navy budget and to terminate the program.
rs Lhe year progressed and Con.gress undartook to thrash out the final
iederal tudge!l, the Senate and House split on the decision to eliminate
r=14D0 vroduction. The Sernate favared alimination while the House vuted to
suppart the origingl 12 proposed alrcraft. The issue was decided in a
Huuss-3enate Conference Cornmittse. In the end, Congress did not
glhtninals F- 14D production, Nor did 1t vote to support the House's proposal
(o produce 12. instsad, Congrass votad for the production of 18 F-14D
aircraft in FY 801 Though the final cutcome appears absurd and is the type
of story that makes Congress ook incompetent, 1t was much more involved
than it appeared and illustrates much of what goes into the decision-making
process of our gavarnment. How this decision came about is the subject of
this vaper. | will examine the major participants in the process as it
pertained Lo the F-14D and atiempt Lo draw some conclusions abuul why the
urucess worked as it did.

THE F-140

The F-144 Tomcat is the Navy's frontlineg jung range interceptor
aircraft. Designed for flest air protection, it is produced by ihe Grumman
Curporalion. In the warly 1980's 1t became Clear that the "A" rmodel Tomcat



was reacning the himits to which it could be modermized and that a
replacement sircraft or an upgraded version would be required to meet the
naads of the Navy in tha 19908. As & rasuit, in Y A4, ths Navy contracted
with Grumman to butia 304 naw "0” model F-1ds. The F-140 15 & virtusily
naw aircraft inoan old mirframs. It includes new digital avionics, new
anaInNgs, And A NAW radar systam.

I'ha F-140 was dasigned to Ml the interceptor requirements of the
Navy until A proposed replacemant aircraft, the Navy advanced tactical
fighter (NATF), is opsrational in about the year 2000. The NATF 1s to bs
basad on tne Alr Force's advanced tactical fignter (ATF), currantiy in design.

THE NAVY/0SD POSITION

In 1986-87 tha Navy restructured the F-14D program based on &
changs in its raquirements forecasts. Instead of 304 newly manutfectured
F-14Ds, 1t decided \nstead to build only 127 new F-140s and remanutacture
400 existing F-14As, upgrading them to the "0 model. The new aircrartt
ware ta ne arnduced At a rate o1 12 per year and ths remanuractured arcraft
wara ta roil off the mommnication line starting at a rate of & par year,
butlming 1o & rate of o0 per ysar. This propasal was not Tavorably iookad
unon by Longrass  AsS A whale, thay ravored the remanutacturing line, but
WArg not in ravor of the new manutacturing oacause of the high unit cost
tnat resulted rrom such a iow production rats.

in 1989, arter the new production proposais were mads, the Navy
restructurea the campasition of its air wings. Jne consequence was that
tha number of F-14s assigned to a niqhter squadron was reduced from 12 to
10 Ths, 1n turn, raduced the total number ot +-1ds required by the Navy
and lad analysts 1n the Office of the Secretary of Defense (USD) ta conclude.

that the Navy could make it through the 1930s without any newly
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manutacturad F=1dls.  In 1t search far pragrams to cut from the FYJY0
nigget, S0 qecided ta target naw production F-1403.

The Department ot the Navy disagreaed with that decision and, in the
spring of 1989, Sacratary of the Navy Garrstt attempted to ksep FY90
production alive. He addressed the issue three times, but railed on each
occaston. F-14 inventory projections ravealed a 50-60 aircrart shortfail
(about 12 percent of tha requirements) at the end of the century if new
praduction ware eliminated 1n FYG0. Whan pressed, the Navy agreed that
anything less than a 13 percent shorttall could he withstood for a short
nariod wnila A new mircraft came into service. But, ror other reasons, the
Navy was stlii concerned atout the shutdown of the production line [t
reasonea tnat tha NATF was still Yar from proven and raced likely delays.
LeAving the F-td groguctian 11ne open would 1eave the Navy with the F-14D
Aption to Tail back on snould the NATF program siip or become pronibitively
axpensive  1s0 disagreed, arguing that since the Navy had asksd for the
NATF, 1t should nat 1eave the F-14D option available as an insurance palicy.
without the rallback aption, they nelieved, Congress would, out of necessity,
be mors likely to continus supporting the NATF . Secretary oarrstt
svantually agread, and tha Navy gava 1ts support to tne elimination of the F-
14U program n FY9Q. For the Lrumman Corporation this decision was
critical

2ELUMMAN

The Grumman Corparatian has enjoyed a iang history with the Navy as
118 principle msnutacturar of carcier pased aircrait. 7 the fixed wing
Alreratt tnat the Nawi currantiy nparates otf carrers, srumman bulids the
F=14, A-f, EA-nB, and E-2. The F/A-13, builr by MacUonell Dougles, is the:

gxrention  Lint1l £Y 38, Grumman was still producing all of 11s 1ypas. In +Y



89, thay built 12 EA-6Bs, 12 F-14s, and 6 E-2s. Even though thers are
sigmficant shortages of the EA-68, further production was cut from the FY
90 budgset. With the possible elimination of tha F-14, Grumman was faced
with having only the £-2 1aft an tha production lins.

srumman’'s rcurrant orobiams date back to the Naviy's salection of
contractors ror noth the agvanced tactical aircratt (ATA- the replacement
tor tne A-n) and the NATF. According to one Navy official, Grumman
antered the ATA biading overly confident. They believed they had an inside
track sinca they were the premier ouildar of Navy aircraft. Unfortunataly
for them, they iost the ATA contract to MacOonsil Dougiss and fenseral
Dynamics. Later, they also 1ost in their rather weak bid to develop the ATF
ang NATF.  Thus, Grumman finds 1tself 1aft out of the two major Navy
contracts for the 1990s, clinging to their hopes of axtending the F-14D
program long enough for tham to find another atrcraft to buiid.

In 115 own, Grumman has bean develioping the Tomcat 21, an aircraft
that thay behiave will provide the Navy with a viaple slternative to the
NATF. A derivative of the F-14, 11 will utilize an updatea version nf the
provan k=14 airframa but will also incorporate a majority of tns avionics
Ann £ADAD1I11188 DAING davaioped for the NATF. rumman 18 halding onto the
peliaf that, hike the joint TFX fighter program ot the 1960s (the F-1111, the
1nint ATF/NATF program will a1l They do not believe the ATF will oe
rarrisr Adaptaoie. if that proves 1o 0e true, Grumman 1S orepared ta offer
the Tomeat 21 as the most {agical Navy option to raplace the F-140 1n th
late 19908. Howaver, the key 1o rumman's ability to keep tne Tomcat 21
avatianis as an option 1s to keep the F-140 naw production line open. If the
1ing 18 shut down, they estimate it will take approximately five years to.

reopen. In the meantime, thay will also losa & iarge portion of their



angineering and design stafrs. Until recently, Grumman sxpected the new
production F=140 contrant tn sasily keep the praduction line opan unttl the
mid 19908 when the key NATF decisiong will be made. Howsver, with sarly
termination of the F-140, the Tomcat 21 crases to be 8 viable nption and
rumman ceases to exist as & major gircraft production company. As a
rasult, lsrumman was not jJust fighting for the F-140 program, i1t was
fighting for t18 very survival.

With the stakes so high, Grumman mounted an intensive lobbying
cAampaign to kesp the F-14D In the FY 90 defsnse buaget. A two pronged
attack wes pursued. The 1irst part was aimed at developing a voter
constituency that would demanag support for the F-14D. The other was
atmed ar modtl12ing nolitical prassurs within Congress. Grumman conducted
an extansive pudiic raiations campaign which inciuded newspaper and
teiavision advertisaments designed to tots the F-14 as America’s first lins
A1 aefense ang pramiser rightar. The downing o1 Lybian 1igs in dogfights
aver tne Mediterransan Sea by F-14 ptlots was neavily emphasized. It also
cApitalizad on the prominent role the F-14 played in the hit movie "Top Gun.”
Form lattars waere pravided to special intersst groups, asking Congress to
3ave the F-14 program and tha thousands nf jobs 11 reprassntad
(approximately 30,000 on Long Island, including 5600 Grumman factory
jabs, and up to 100,000 nationwids, with all of the subcontractors).
Grumman also lobbiad Congress directly, providing detailed, full colored
inTormation packets to Senators and Representatives, itllustrating the F-
14's role as the cornerstona of Naval air dsfense and Grumman as an
assantial alament in tha nation's ingustrial base for aircrart production.

efforts in Congress were led by a delegation comprised of the five

reprasantativas from Long Isiand (home of the Grumman plant) as well as



New York's two Senators. Grumman officials met in weskly strategy
sessions with this group. Mario Cuomo, Governor af New Yark also added his
active support. Thus, Congress became the battlefiald for the forces aligned
10 save the F-14D

CONGRESS

Tne principls (8ader of tha New York dslagation was Reprasantative
Thomas Downay (D). He was assisted by the technical expertise of Rep.
1380rqe Hacnbruackner (D), aisa of Long Island, 8 member of the House Armed
Services Committes, and A former Grumman enginger. The F-14 fight was
takan 10 the House Nt Kaprasentatives first because the Hnuss tends to
support conventional military forces while the Senate generally is more
willing 10 support. stratagic forces.

Initial erforts in the House were diracted at Rep. Las Aspin (D-Wl),
the Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee. Rep. Downey had
provided political support to Aspin in the past and intended on cashing in his
‘qreen stamps” 1n order to get Aspin's support behind the F-14D.  He
gxpacted Aspin 1o use his chairman’'s "mark” to put the F-14D back 1nto the
Chanaey detense budget. That proved to be difficult, and Aspin, according to

tha "Long Isiand Newsday" (5 Nov 89),

..vhocked the Long Islanders, especially Downey, by arnouncing
he would support Cheney's recommendation and cail for an all-
or-nothing vote on the budget cuts in both the Armed Services'
procurement subcommittee and the full committee.

This move proved to be crucial to the entire congressional process.
According to Ms. Dana McGee, the chief labbyist for Grumman, Rep. Aspin
elected to isolate the procurement portion of the Cheney budget (which

included the F-140) and push that through the sub-committee. This action



ungermined the committag orocass 1n the minds of many of it's mampars and
annoyed them qreatly. (n 8ssence, Rep. Aspin nandled ms commities poorly,
giving the impression ne was qoing to force the execytive branch's budget,
through them by brute force. As a result, he created 8 political 1ssue that
1A0K AN Mmare imporiance than the =140 11s8it

fna F=140 1n0st by 3 vote of 1U=9 1n the subcommitiee, but when Rep.
Aspin attempted to farce an all-ar-nothing vate on the Cheney budget in the
full commities, he was defeated in A crucial 26-26 tig. After that, Rep.
Downay and the nther members of tha New York deleqation put together s
conglition that inciuded represantativas of othar tarqgsts of the Chansy cuts,
most notably the V-22 idsprey. In addition, Rep. Downey was able 1o
anerqize the support of hiberal Democrats and key House Ieaders in support
nf the F-140 Tagetner, they wers able tn salvage the F~140 program in the
Aarmed Services Commitiae, but, scearding to M8 MoGee (of Grumman), the
finai vota was pasag almast exciusively an polinical reasons rather than tne
merits ar the program 1selt

Tna next malor hurdle for the F-140 came in ihe House Kiles
Cammittes  Hara, ®ep William Dickingan (R-ALI, a strang supporter of the
r.henay cuts, creatsd a 1ight over whether the V-22 and F-1(4u were to be
considered 1n separate amendments nr 1n a comoingd amendment. He
demanded saparate amendments, hoping to divida suppart for each and 10 kili
them on the House floor. The snsuing battie, combined with the ill feeling
left aver from Aspin's previous mansuvering in his committee, resulted in
the F-140 becoming a House Oemncratic leadership issuys. The V-22 and
F-14D forces strengthened their support and Speaker of the House :"nomas
Fnley, unhapoy with Rep. Aaspin, joined forces along with several other key

iaAdars.



The House Appropriations Committes decided in favor of continued
F-14 procuremant based more on the merits of the case than on political
considerations. The attitude of the Appropriations Committes, according to
Mr Tim Peterson, the staff member in charge of the issus, was that the QSD
decision 10 cut the F-140 was ill conceived. According to Mr. Peterson, the
turmoil this past spring that resulted in the selection of Richerd Cheney as
sacratary of Defanss caused the budget submission process to be rushed. As
A rasult, saveral nf tha proposed cuts were based on bad decisions and
incomplate statt work. He believes that the Navy 1s truly facing o
sigmricant F~14 1nventory shortfall in the late 19G0s and that ths
production should not ba stopped. In addition, the uncertainty of the NATF
program and the impact on amployment 1n the Long Island area wars
important concerns. Finally, the costs for termination in FY 90 were $400
miilion, Tor which the Navy would receive no aircraft. According to the data
Mr. Patarson was able to gather, funding production through FY 91 would
parmit a gradual closing of the line and would reduce closedown costs to
approximately $125 million. The Navy would also get at Isast some of the
baaly needad fighters out of the deal. Those argumsnts wers submitted to
the Appropriations Commities and F-14D funding was adopted without
significant apposition,

n July 27, the House voted 261-162 for 3 aefense budget which
tncluded 12 F~14Ds in Fiyy 90 and i2 in FY 91, Tha 1ssue next movead tn the
House-Senate Conferance Committes. Thers, it was npposed by the Senate
which, under the leadersmip of Senator Sam Nunn (0-GA), nad voted to
support the Chansy budget cuts. Speaker Foley, however, having made the
F-140 a leadersnip 1ssue, packed the House membership on the conference.

committes to ansure Rep. Aspin would not give in on tha F-140 issue. This



sat up a stiff nagotiation standaff that lasted seven weeks. In the end, the
F=-140 survivea, but at & cost to other programs the House had supportad.
The final compromise agresment was for 18 F-140s to ba produced in FY 90
Tollowed by the termination of the F-14d production line. Senator Nunn later
smd, “Frankly, | believe we wera able to et more flexibility in the
stratagic arsas bacause of our wiliingness to give & soft landing to the
F=l1ai"
ca NS

The £~140 13sue revesis much sbout the decision-making process in
aur governmant. It 18 an interesting combinattion of rational dscision-
making, buresucratic influsnces, and politics. Members of the three
ingtitutions invoived sttampted, in their own ways, to rationally arrive at
tne best solution to the problem of defense needs, sconomic pressures, and
political rsalities. The Navy Departmsent based its decisions primarily on
what It perceivan A8 A nead 10 maintain a viabla \ntsrceptor forcs for 1ts
flaet  Wwhiis thosa should be founded on abjective data, the “refimng” of
requiremsnts 1s supject 1o the infiuences of numerous departments and
iaanars within the Uspartment nf (efangs, each with 11s own reason to
3UppArt ar appnse tha program. Tha Secratary of (afsnse was similarly
influenced hiy sach of the servicas and their interest Jroups when ne was
faced with making the tough dacisions raquired to cut the overall dafense
budget. As we havs sesn, his dacisions had & diract impact an the Grumman
Corporation. Faced with ths loss of a major weapons production program
and with the survival of tha company at stake, brumman Dbecame a major
playsr in the decision-making process. In 8ssencs, Grumman was able to
promate 1ts position using the same “ubjective” requirements data that the.

Navy used to support 1ts pasition, while also strassing to Longress the



signiticant impacts on the economy and US. industrial besa. The New York
delegation was, of course, most directly affacted in the political arena.
Politicians will not allow thousands of jobs to disappear from their
districts without a big fight. Yet, Congress, as & large political body, 1s
nnot hikely to fight hard over one 1ssus unless there ars mors overiging
concerns than the sconomic wall being of one ssctor of the country. The
House supported the F-140, not necessarily becsuse 1t was the right thing to
do and the country's need for additional F-14s was clear cut. The bottom
11n8 18 that tna House supported the F-14D primarily becauss it had becoms
A nohitical 13sus. The Housa leadarship adoptsd 1t as A cAuse and, in an
effart 10 demaonstrate its rasnlve to act indepandently, it wouid not 18t the
15308 419. Wntla the dacisinn to save the F~140 can be logicalliy arqued, the
fAct 1s tnat, 1n the end, the merits of tne cAse wers almost immateniai to
r.ongrass. The Duresucratic process won over rational decision-making. As
A rasuit, aimast sveryons got samsething. The Navy got 18 new F-140s.
rumman wAg qivan At 1aast a short iease on l1fe. The House leadership
maae A successful stand, and the Senate gained support on some stratagic
systems 1t otherwise would not hsve had. Like most decistons 1n
washington, this one was 8 compromise.

The obvious question is, what happens next? {s the F-14D really dead
after £Y 907 is the Tomcat 21 dead? Will Grumman cease tn axist 8s 8
major afrcraft company? Only time will tall. But, as they are fond of
saying in the Washington arasa, "lts not over 'till the fat tady sings. and in

washington, she NEVER sings.”
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Note: In sddition, approximateiy ten ietters from various congressmen
concerning tha F-140 were used, as well as two point papers made available
by the Navy Office of Legislative Affairs.



